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THE ASSOCIATIONS.— NOTES 








THE MONTH. 





THE APPOINTMENT of General John M. Corse to be postmaster of 
Boston has given almost universal satisfaction. The public has felt 
for some time that a change in the office was desirable, though the 
respect and sympathy generally entertained for Mr. Tobey, who has 
held the office for several years, have prevented decided expressions 
of dissatisfaction. General Corse has shown in the various positions 
which he has filled since the war great energy and administrative 
ability of a high order, and these qualities will find full scope in the 
duties of his new position. He is a thorough believer in civil service 
reform, and under him its principles will be respected in the Boston 
post-office. He was not an applicant for the position, and was ap- 
pointed only because he was fit. We heartily applaud the President’s 
selection. 





WHEN A political convention refuses to renominate for an office 
so completely non-political as the clerkship of a civil court an incum- 
bent who is universally admitted to be courteous, prompt, and effi- 
cient in the discharge of his duties, it is clear that the members care 
little or nothing for civil service reform. Referring to the attempt 
by the Suffolk County Democrats to supplant Clerk Joseph. A. Wil- 
lard by Mr. Owen E. Galvin, the Boston Post truthfully says : — 

Mr. Willard has held the office of Clerk of the Superior Court in Suffolk 
County for a long term of years, is able and prompt in the discharge of his duties, 
and is every way fit for continuance in office. The value of his experience in the 
regulation and establishment of practice is recognized by the bar at large. How- 


ever ably the position might be filled by Mr. Galvin, if he should be elected, the 
county business cannot as yet afford to dispense with the services of Mr. Willard. 





Ar THE annual meeting of the Indiana Civil Service Reform Asso. 
ciation (now only one year old), one member, a Democrat, got angry 
because he thought the report condemning the present management 
of the Indianapolis Insane Hospital was not of a judicial character ; 
and, upon the refusal of the meeting to order an investigation of 











past Republican management of that institution, the protesting 
member withdrew from the meeting and the association. In connec- 
tion with this incident, the Freeman says : — 


It comes with very bad grace from any Democrat to denounce the Indiana 
Civil Service Reform Association as a partisan organization. The Executive 
Committee hunted the State over to find Democrats who would consent to become 
members. Letter after letter was written, urging Democrats to join, but all to 
very little purpose. Whose fault, then, is it that it is composed largely of Repub- 
licans? The Democrats stood aloof. Should the Republicans win in the coming 


- | election and elect a President two years hence, we shall expect a large accession 


of Democrats. 





Mr. Ranney’s letter, printed in another column, in reply to 
a query by the League as to his opinions upon two points concerning 
civil service reform, takes a queer view of the four years’ limitation 
law. He regards it as an obstacle—a small one, to be sure, but 
still an obstacle—in the way of making removals for partisan rea- 
sons; whereas those who advocate its repeal have considered it a 
means for facilitating such removals. Every four years, incumbents 
may quietly be dropped and their places be filled with adherents of 
the ruling party. The changes occur under sanction of the law, and 
no questions are asked. It is true, as Mr. Ranney says, that it is 
always easy to find or make some excuse for removing officers, if 
he means by this the trumping up of flimsy charges; but an admin- 
istration cannot readily make wholesale removals for reasons that 
will be deemed justifiable by a people seeking to hold it responsible 
for its acts. It is better that the appointing power should be 
obliged at all times to exercise the power of removal under a sense 
of responsibility than that removals should be made periodically by 
operation of the law. Whatever barriers there are against removal 
during four years should not be thrown down at the end of that 
period. They should rather, it seems to us, be maintained indefi- 
nitely. If Mr. Ranney thinks a four years’ term tends in any way 
to secure permanency of tenure, and that its repeal will “ facilitate 
partisan action,” we do not understand why he should be willing to 
see the law abolished; for his answer to Mr. Curtis’ first question 
heartily and directly approves the extension of the present competi- 
tive system, and indicates that he would like to see the entire civil 
service placed upon a reformed basis. His remarks seem to place 
him in the position of consenting to a repeal of the law without 
understanding the reason for such action. Of the irrelevant matter 
which Mr. Ranney has brought into his letter, it may be said that 
he is too much of a partisan to let slip an opportunity to slur an 
administration with which he is not politically in sympathy. 





Lorp RANpoLPH CHURCHILL has proposed to promote economy in 
the English civil service by decreasing some of the salaries, length- 
ening the hours of work in some instances, decreasing the force 
where possible, cutting down some of the large pensions, and abolish- 
ing some sinecure offices; but not one word has been said about 
doing away with open competitive examinations as the best means of 
selecting the civil servants. However, Lord Randolph Churchill’s 
commission has given Mr. Blaine an opportunity to put on record 
his views of civil service reform at Huntingdon, Penn., on the 19th 
of October, as given below. (The report is taken from the Boston 
Daily Advertiser of Oct. 20, 1886.) We print elsewhere a more ex- 
tended comment on Mr. Blaine’s position. 
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We are told for years before the Democrats were called upon to administer 
the government that we did not have a good civil service, and the gentlemen who 
went out from us and joined the democracy charged that the Republican admin- 
istration did not nraintain a good civil service. Whether or not they were 
sincere in that, it does not become me to say. With a fatuity which was incom- 
prehensible to us, they assumed to believe that the Democratic party would give 
them an improvement. Our reply was, We have the best civil service that has 
ever been Known in any country, but we will continue to improve it ; and we 
promised to make progress in the way of intelligent and practical improvement. 

The Democrats, Mr. Blaine continued, wanted a civil service patterned after 
that of England. To show that the English service was ineflicient, Mr. Blaine 
read a London despatch, published in the New York Tribune, written since the 
accession to power of the present British ministry, in which the writer states 
that Lord Randolph Churchill’s civil service commission will endeavor to bring 
about needed reforms and increased economy, and that charges of high salaries, 
short hours, excessive staffs, extravagaut pensions, and general incompetency 
had been made against the existing system in England. This, continued Mr. 
Blaine, is the standard of civil service reform which the Civil Service Reform 
Club—and I might use that word “club” in a double sense here — has held over 
our heads in the Republican party for the last ten years, declaring that, if we 
do not reform our civil service, and put it practically on the basis of the English 
civil service, they would have no more of us. Well, gentlemen, they have placed 
the civil service under the control of the Democratic party, and all around in 
various parts of the country you see the visible improvements, [Applause.] 
Just as they have visibly improved it on this side of the water, we get the humili- 
ating but honest confession in regard to the civil service of England that that 
service is rotten to the core, and must be torn up by the roots. [Cheering.] 





CIVIL SERVICE REFORM CONGRESSMEN DEFEATED. 


In REPLY to the Boston Globe, not long since, the Recorp declared 
that, in its opinion, the people of this country are in favor of the civil 
service reform system of appointment, the Globe having expressed 
a contrary opinion. And we supported our view of the case by 
mention of a number of instances of important nominations and 
elections in which civil service reform had been more or less directly 
an issue, and had carried the day. We have now presented to us 
the fact that a number of Democratic Congressmen have just been 
refused a renomination because of their support of civil service 
reform in Congress, among them Mr. Willis of Kentucky, one of 
the earliest and strongest Congressional supporters of civil service 
reform legislation. It should be noted that nearly, if not quite all, 
such failures to secure a renomination have occurred in Southern 
States, where there has been less development of a popular sentiment 
in favor of reform than in the North. Whether the action of the 
nominating conventions in these cases fairly represented the wishes 
of the constituents, or was due to the ascendency of political workers, 
is open to doubt. It is at least significant that the nominations 
referred to were in sure Democratic districts. The spoils machine is 
always more independent of the people in such than in close districts. 
The lesson that we learn from this retrograde action is, not that the 
people are Jess favorable to the reform, but that there is reason to 
fear that the Democratic party, in proportion as it feels more secure 
in its control of the country, will depart from the course of good 
behavior, which as a last resort it adopted, in order to break the long- 


continued line of Republican succession. We have always maintained | Magone has voluntarily adopted the principle deemed by reformers 


that the fight over civil service reform is between the people on the 
one side and the politicians on the other. 


refuse to believe. 


They certainly are never against it, when they 
understand it. 





PROGRESS IN MASSACHUSETTS. 


WHATEVER MAY be the feeling of others regarding the political 
situation in this State, the friends of civil service reform cannot be 
otherwise than gratified with the progress which the present cam- 
paign marks in their eause. It is hardly more than four or five years 
ago that one looked in vain, through party platforms, for even a com- 
plimentary allusion to this question; and, as for the candidates, they 
then rarely ventured — or, perhaps we should say, deigned — to give 
their opinions, if they had any, on such a novel and unpractical issue. 
In vain did the friends of the reform urge the importance of their 
cause as a means of purifying politics and elevating the tone of the 
public service; and in vain, until the campaign of 1884, did they 
threaten to emphasize their convictions by their votes. 


The consequences of some wholesome scratching and bolting in 
that campaign have been far-reaching and gratifying in both national 
and state affairs. We are not unmindful of the fact that the law 
relating to federal appointments in the civil service covers as yet 
only a comparatively limited field, nor do we attempt to conceal our 
disappointment that the spirit of the law has not governed so gen- 
erally as we would have wished in the management of the federal 
service. Still, it will hardly be questioned that there has been in 
this State, even in that service, great progress; and, if less ground 
for satisfaction exists in other States, it may well be questioned 
whether a potent cause of the backward condition of the reform, so 
far as the federal service in those States is concerned, is not to be 
found in the corresponding condition of public opinion in them re- 
‘garding the reform. 

But, satisfactory as the progress has been in this State in the 
field of the federal service, it is in state affairs more especially that 
we find the greatest cause for congratulation. The declarations of 
the platforms of both parties this year are as clear and distinct in 
favor of the reform as they could well be made; and the attitude of 
the leading candidate on each ticket, as defined in his letter of ac- 





We admit that politi- | 
cians are at heart against it, but that the people are against it we | 


ceptance, leaves little to be asked. Indeed, they almost seem to vie 
with each other in their clear and emphatic expressions of confidence 
in the principles of civil service reform and of devotion to its mainte- 
nance in the Commonwealth. 

For candidates, standing upon such platforms and announcing 
such principles, to give even a silent assent to legislation menacing 
the efficiency of the law as it now stands in this State, or to acquiesce 
in such legislation when it was in their power to prevent it, would 
be nothing less than a betrayal of a cause to which they stand com- 
mitted, both by party and personal declarations of the strongest 
character. To doubt that either of them would, as governor, veto 
any attempt to break down the Civil Service Law of this State, from 
whatever source the attack may come, is to impute hypocrisy and 
wilful deception to gentlemen to whom we shall confidently look to 
live up to the declarations they have so freely and uureservedly made. 


COLLECTOR MAGONE. 


LAsT MONTH, we took occasion to make a prediction that the 
new collector of the New York custom-house, Mr. Magone, would 
prove to be an efficient and satisfactory collector. Since then, a 
letter from Mr. William Potts, Secretary of the National Civil Ser- 
vice Reform League, has appeared in the New York Times, in which, 
after reviewing the difficulties with which any collector desirous of 
inaugurating business methods in the management of the custom- 
house would have to contend, it is shown that Mr. Magone has 
undertaken to discharge the duties of the position in accordance with 
the requirements of the merit system. The most noteworthy point 
in Secretary Potts’ communication is the announcement that Mr. 


to be a very important aid to a non-partisan and efficient administra- 
tion of the government service of keeping a public record of all 
removals and the reasons for which they are made. We append what 
Mr. Potts has to say upon this subject :— 





The National Civil Service Reform League maintains that “ pub- 
| lie officers intrusted with the power of appointment and removal 
|should be required by law or executive order to put upon public 


| record, in every case of removal, the reasons therefor.” Iam glad to 
| know that, without waiting for such law or executive order, Collector 
| Magone has established a rule requiring such a record. The league 
| demands that there shall be “no removals for partisan reasons or 
| merely to make places for others.” But, subject to these conditions, 
| it favors freedom of action on the part of commanding officers. Re- 
_movals undoubtedly will be made wrongfully at times,— sometimes 
| with intent, sometimes in error. It has been suggested that the 
| league assume the task of representing those having complaints to 
make in this regard, and advertise its readiness to so act. This is 
impossible. The league cannot act as a claim agent. By becoming 
the representative of individual grievances, it would destroy its effi- 
ciency as the advocate of reform. The most that it can do is to 
| demand that reasons for removals be given in all cases, and, when 
the parties removed cannot themselves directly learn the reasons, it 
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may ask for them, and transmit such answer as may be given. Into 
the merits of individual cases it cannot enter as an advocate. It, 
however, needs, in the prosecution of its work, all the facts which it 
can obtain; and facts concerning removals are as important as any, 
and will be gladly received. 

Meantime, what is the situation of the collector in this regard ? 
Collector Magone asks for the removal of a clerk in his office. In 
accordance with his own rule, he gives a specific reason. So far as 
the party removed is concerned there is properly only one thing to be 
done. If the reason is not a good one, he must submit to the 
removal; and the fact of such improper removal becomes a part of 
the collector’s record. If the reason is a good one, he must either 
show that there is a mistake as to the facts or again submit. I hap- 
pened to be in the collector’s office to-day when an order of removal 
was revoked on the ground of disproof of charges. The matter is 
simply one between the clerk and his superior officer, and the public 
is interested only as it is interested in fair play and in the integrity 
and efficiency of the public service. What is to be gained by bring- 
ing in Brown, Jones, and Robinson from Albany, Syracuse, and 
Elmira, who know nothing of the facts, to ask the collector to 
reverse his action, on the ground that twenty-five years ago, in a 
different field and under different circumstances, the party concerned 
was a very good man? If no reason were alleged for the removal, 
if it were a purely arbitrary act, to be arbitrarily reversed, this might 
be well enough; but it must be remembered that the collector has 
a distinct and very solemn duty to perform, and upon the manner 
in which he performs it depends his record as a public officer, and, 
when he makes the removal and gives his reason for it, he has 
assumed the responsibility. He has no more right to retain an 
inefficient or unfaithful clerk in office than he has to appoint such a 
one to office. Yet Brown and Jones and Robinson — ygs, and Smith 
and Tompkins — are called in; and, in the midst of the most pressing 
details of this great business, the collector must stop and explain to 
each in turn that the record shows the facts, or what is understood 
to be the facts, and what is needed is simply an effective denial. 
Should the question be concerning a removal made at the request of 
the surveyor, it should be borne in mind that, under the law and 
regulations, the surveyor is made responsible for the management 
of his force; and, a reason being given for the removal which is 
good upon its face, the collector is bound to recognize it. So in 
regard to the appraiser and the general appraiser. These officers are 
helde@olely responsible ; and yet the collector is liable to be deluged 
with appeals from Congressman This and Assemblyman That and 
Colonel or Reverend T’other, asking that the removal be reconsidered. 





MR. BLAINE ON THE MERIT SYSTEM. 


No more extraordinary instance of Mr. Blaine’s readiness to 
seize upon any report which will appeal to the worst prejudices of 
his hearers, and give it to them red-hot as an absolutely proved fact, 
can be found than in his statement that “on this side of the water 
we get the humiliating but honest confession in regard to the civil 
service of England that that service is rotten to the core, and must 
be torn up by the roots.” 

He bases his conclusion upon a despatch published in the New 
York Tribune, in which the writer states that “ Lord Randolph Church- 
ill’s civil service commission will endeavor to bring about needed 
reforms and increased economy, and that charges of high salaries, 
short hours, excessive staffs, extravagant pensions, and general incom- 
petency had been made against the existing system in England.” 

No despatch upon so large a matter can be a great authority, 
from its necessary brevity. A statement by an unknown writer 
that there will be an endeavor does not settle it that there will be 
an endeavor, and endeavor to bring about a reform does not prove 
that reform is necessary. Besides, any reform movement led by the 
unscrupulous Churchill cannot pass unquestioned as a crusade for 
reform only; and a writer’s statement that charges are made could 
not prove, even by a lunatic’s process of reasoning, that the charges 
are true. 

Yet Mr. Blaine, with that genius for falsification which will bring 
the coveted applause of the moment, has stated it as an acknowl- 
edged confession that the English civil service is rotten to the core, 
and must be torn up by the roots. As a matter of fact, the despatch 
is as far beyond the truth as Mr. Blaine’s inferences were beyond 
the despatch. A Royal Commission —the first for ten years — has 
been appointed to inquire into the clerical establishments of the 
different offices of State. The Chancellor of the Exchequer states 
to the board, in a minute laid before Parliament, “that her Majesty’s 




















advisers desire to satisfy themselves that the clerical establishments 
of the Civil Service, of the Naval and Military Departments, and 
also of the Revenue Departments are organized generally upon a 
principle which secures efficiency without wndue cost to the public.” 
The minute continues: “The board will understand that the appoint- 
ment of this Commission implies no distrust of the body of men 
who render such excellent service to the Crown. It is intended 
solely to assure Parliament and the public that the departments are 
organized upon sound principles, and that the cost of them is suffi- 
cient, but not more than sufficient, for the duties to be performed.” 

Neither in this minute nor in the eharges made against the civil 
service by the English papers does the shadow of attack appear upon 
the system of appointment by competitive examination. No sane 
person, or newspaper run by sane persons, would dare to attack this 
democratic system, wrung by English Liberals and Radicals from the 
followers of prerogative, and ask a return to the aristocratic method 
of appointment by favor. Under the present method, any man, 
whether Irish, Scotch, or English, Liberal, Radical, or Conservative, 
of lowly or high birth, without favor from office-holder or aristocrat, 
but standing on his own manhood and merits, has his chance of 
appointment to the civil service. The great objection made to the 
service is that it is divided into two classes, a lower and a higher; 
and one who enters the lower cannot pass by merit into the higher. 
In this respect, the system is bad; in this respect, it is non-competi- 
tive; and, in this respect, it does not resemble our own, which is 
purely democratic. 

The scope of this Commission is to inquire into regulations peculiar 
to the English and not prescribed by our Civil Service Law. “The 
Commission will inquire into the numbers, salaries, hours of labor, 
superannuation, cost of staff, and the administration, regulation, and 
organization of the said offices. They will state whether in their 
opinion the work of the different departments is efficiently and eco- 
nomically performed, whether it can be simplified, whether the 
method of procedure can be improved, and whether the system of 
control is deficient or unnecessarily elaborate.” These matters are 
all left to the heads of the departments with us; and, where they are 
prescribed by rule, they certainly should be examined into with 
view to improvement as often as once in ten years. 

Thus Mr. Blaine, in his endeavor to show that our system is the 
same as the English, and that the English is rotten, draws a false 
inference from a falsely colored despatch, and states such inference 
as a fact. In 1884, it was tolerably clear from his past acts that Mr. 
Blaine was not a believer in the merit system of appointment; in 
1886, his hostility to it he openly avows. 


THE CIVIL SERVICE IN INDIANA. 


THE conpiTION of the Federal Civil Service in the State of 
Indiana is not an agreeable subject to discuss. But,-with all fair 
allowances for error in the statements made in the recent report of 
Mr. L. B. Swift to the Indiana Civil Service Reform Association, 
it is a subject on which no civil service reformer can afford to be 
silent. This report is, of course, ex parte; but it comes from men who 
have the reform deeply at heart, who have given their time freely 
in its service, and whose political attitude at the last presidential 
election would make them lenient rather than hostile critics of the 
administration. The report is made in good faith; and, so far as 
its figures concerning removals and appsintments are concerned, they 
appear to be taken from sources that should leave no doubt of their 
substantial accuracy. We purpose to review briefly the story which 
these figures tell. 

There is but one post-office of the first class in Indiana,—that at 
Indianapolis. Mr. Aquilla Jones was appointed postmaster to this 
office by President Cleveland, and entered upon his duties April 19, 
1885. What Mr. Aquilla Jones proceeded to do, and the haste with 
which he did it, are set out graphically and at great length. We 
note here only the result, but that of itself speaks clearly. and 
emphatically. At the end of seventeen months from his appoint- 
ment, all the employés in the unclassified service, twenty-one in 
number, had been replaced by Democrats. Of the classified service, 







































































40 


consisting of seventy-one employés, 60 per cent. had been replaced by 
Democrats. There is no evidence that these changes were made to 
increase the efficiency of the force. The average term of service of 
the men displaced was over six years each; and they must, at least, 
have been familiar with their work. Equal facility could of course 
not be expected of any new men, but these new appointees seem to 
have brought other disqualifications into office besides inexperience. 
The Report contains pages of complaints and affidavits from busi- 
ness men of the city concerning the actual incompetency of the new 
appointees. Some of this evidence is rather startling. Packages of 
several hundred unopened letters appear on two occasions, at a paper- 
dealer's, in the waste sold from the post-office; a draft for $1,000 is 
also found in the same singular situation; the regular deliveries of 
mails are later than under the old force, in some cases by several 
hours, in others by a whole day; the plainest addresses fail to bring 
letters to their destination with any certainty. With all allowance 
for the natural errors of new men, the public service has evidently 
been seriously injured. Indeed, in most cases there does not seem 
to be a pretence of benefiting the service. With reference to the 
unclassified service, Mr. Jones is reported as stating, with entire 
frankness, “I made such removals for no other reason than that the 
persons were Republicans.” In the classified service even, he seems 
—though his declarations here were less outspoken —to have said 
repeatedly to discharged employés that he had no complaint to make, 
but wanted their places for Democrats. 


The rest of the State has fared no better. The post-offices of the 
second class are sixteen in number; and in fifteen, or 93 per cent. of 
the whole, the former postmasters have been succeeded by Democrats. 
In these fifteen offices, 84 per cent. of the aggregate force have been 
succeeded by Democrats. There are seventy-six third-class post- 
offices; and, in 90 per cent. of these, the postmasters have been, suc- 
ceeded by Democrats. In the eighteen hundred post-offices of the 
fourth class, about 67 per cent. of the postmasters have been suc- 
ceeded by Democrats; and a large proportion of the residue consist of 
“ cross-roads ” offices, commanding from $20 to 350 a year, for which 
there seems to be no demand. 

Nor are changes of a political nature confined to the post-offices. 
There are ninety-five collectors of iuternal revenue, and 97 per cent. 
of these have been succeeded by Democrats. In the marshal’s office, 
the custom-house at Indianapolis, and the district-attorney’s office, 
very few persons are employed; but the changes to new Democratic 
appointees in each varies from 88 to 100 per cent. In the Pension 
Office alone does the number of former incumbents replaced by Dem- 
ocrats fall below 50 per cent. of the old force. But, in that office, an 
additional force of new men, all Democrats, has been appointed, 


amounting to 88 per cent. of the whole number formerly employed in | 


the work. 

The figures concerning the political work done by the new ap- 
pointees are too incomplete to afford sufficient data for any accurate 
conclusions. But page after page of the report is filled with state- 
ments and affidavits touching the political acts of more than one 
hundred of the new appointees, in attending as delegates at conven- 
tions, in standing as candidates for office, and in other active political 
work. These, of course, give only the evidence of one side, unsifted by 
cross-examination ; but, as the charges on which removals for “ offen- 
sive partisanship ” were made were usually open to the same objec- 
tion, one set of charges may be entitled to as much weight as the 
other. Charges against charges, there is certainly no evidence of any 
improvement. 5 


In this whole disappointing history there is, of course, much to | 


be said in defence of the personal responsibility of the President. 
It was only a decent official courtesy that Vice-President Hendricks’ 
recommendation should have weight concerning the appointments in 
his own State; and it is credibly stated that Mr. Jones was appointed 
at Mr. Hendricks’ especial request, and was in himself a perfectly 
respectable citizen. Moreover, when the first reports of the condi- 
tion of the Indianapolis post-office reached Washington, and the 
Civil Service Commission proceeded to investigate the acts of Post- 
master Jones, their report, as made to the President, is understood to 
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have contained simply the statement that Mr. Jones had not violated 
the provisions of the Civil Service Law. This may have been techni- 
cally true, although, in the light of the report of the- Commission on 
the case of Postmaster Veazie, it is doubtful if such a report as that 
on the Indianapolis office would be again made under similar circum- 
stances. But, made as it was in this case, it certainly called for no 
official act by the President. Coming, as it did, after newspaper 
reports and private representations, which it seemed to officially con- 
tradict, it is perhaps not strange that it should have caused less atten- 
tion to be paid to subsequent complaints than they really deserved. 

But, when all is said that the facts now before the public permit 
to be said, there still remains the undoubted official responsibility of 
the President and his administration for an almost clean sweep in 
Indiana. And this responsibility is a very grave one. Because the 
Republican party has been unjustly proscribing all Démocrats in 
filling the federal offices for the last twenty-five years, a just and 
natural sympathy is felt for the half of the nation thus shut out; 
and no reasonable complaint can be made if many Republican offi- 
cials are displaced by Democrats. But there is a limit beyond which 
this cannot reasonably go. To give the country a complete body of 
Democratic officials might be a just retribution to the Republican 
party, but it would be a gross injustice to the nation. Two wrongs 
do not make a right, even in politics; and Mr. Schurz, in a speech 
made soon after President Cleveland’s election, set the extreme limit 
which the change could justly reach, when he said, in effect, that if, 
at the end of the President’s administration, the offices should be 
equally divided between the two great parties, it would be all that 
either side could demand; and that we should then have a basis on 
which the reform might advance steadily aud with the minimum of 
opposition. Not only has this become impossible in Indiana, but 
the figures of the changes made in the country at large, especially in 
the lower grades of offices, show that the limit set by Mr. Schurz for 
the whole country in 1888 has been already nearly, if not quite, 
reached in 1886. In fact, we have come close to the point when the 
administration must stop appointing Democrats, and begin to appoint 
the people at large, irrespective of party, unless it would simply lay 
the foundation for an overthrow of officials with the next change of 
administration. For if, at the end of the four years, the sweep has 
been clean, it will be none the less a sweep because it has been made 
slowly. That the change has beer gradual will have caused less de- 
rangement in the working of the departments, but it will not have 
taken the offices out of politics. The pendulum, instead of being at 
rest, will only be ready to sweep back the next time it is released. 

The course of the administration in Indiana has not merely 
raised the average of removals, and made a speedier halt necessary, 
but it disappoints the just expectations of reform raised by the 
declarations of the President, and correspondingly strengthens the 
bands of the spoilsmen, who will be less ready to obey the order to 
halt, when it comes. In a word, the case of Indiana not only makes 
a change in the course of appointments the more necessary, but it 
makes such a change much more difficult of accomplishment. 





CONGRESSMAN RANNEY’S VIEWS. 


Tue Civil Service Reform League has written Congressman Ran- 
ney, asking the latter to state his views concerning civil service 
reform ; and the latter has complied with the request. Both letters 
are appended, in the order in which they were written : — 

NEw YoOrK, Oct. 18, 1886. 
THE Hon. AMBROSE A, RANNEY, BOSTON, MASS.: 

Dear Sir,— On behalf of the National Civil Service Reform League, we beg 
to address you as a candidate for election to Congress, and respectfully to inquire 
whether you approve the principle that employment in those positions in the 
civil service, the duties of which are administrative, and not political, should be 
open on equal terms to every citizen, without regard to party, whose fitness shall 
have been ascertained by appropriate examinations and practical tests; and 
whether, if elected to Congress, you would favor the speedy extension of the 
present reformed system to all offices and employments of the government to 
which it is applicable ? 

We beg further to inquire whether — favor the repeal of the laws which 
vacate a large number of non-political offices every four years, thus encouraging 
partisan changes without the responsibility of removal. 

, Respectfully yours, 
GEORGE WILLIAM CuRTIS, President. 
WILLIAM Ports, Secretary. 








Boston, Oct. 20, 1886. 

Dear Sir,—I reply to your circular letter of date the 18th inst. I have to say | 
I am still in favor of doing everything which is calculated to and will legitimately 
operate to purify and elevate the civil service of the country. I favor also the 
extension of the present system in the manner suggested. I say, “‘ Yes,’’ there- 
fore, to the first branch of the inquiry. 

I have no objection to the repeal of the laws alluded to in the last clause of | 
the letter, although I doubt the efficacy of such a repeal. Any administration | 
which is disposed to make removals for partisan reasons will always find or make 
some excuse to enable it to accomplish its purpose, so the law, as it stands, will | 
and does prove to be a small barrier in the way. Repealing the statute altogether | 
would only remove what little obstacle is now imposed, and facilitate partisan 
action. 

I have, however, heretofore, on the whole, favored the repeal, and do still. 
While I believe in all reasonable efforts to secure good appointments to office, I 
also would like to see less indifference as to elections to office and as to prostitu- 
tion of offices for private gain, and more earnest and determined efforts to pre- 
serve the integrity of the ballot box, and to prevent popular elections from be- 
coming so much of a mockery and a delusion as they now are in many quarters, 
North and South. I would also like to see much less of this underbreath, and 
more of open and decided condemnation of official improprieties and dereliction 
of duty on the part of those holding high office,even where it reflects upon and 
weakens an administration which is in special favor for the time being. 

If civil service reform is to be used only as a pretence for the sake of getting 
office at the hands of any party ready to confer it as a reward for desertion, or as 
an instrument to strengthen the machine of and to build up a party which, in the 
main, is its worst enemy, and whose power is maintained by trampling on the 
popular will, as expressed at the ballot box, the cause will soon come to grief. 


THE CIVIL SERVICE RECORD. 





Missionary work is well in its place ; but, when it involves an entire surrender 
of principle, it might as well be remitted or cease. 


Respectfully yours, 


A. A. RANNEY. 
GEORGE WILLIAM CouRTIS, President. 


WILLIAM Ports, Secretary. 





ANSWER OF HENRY CABOT LODGE. 


A LETTER in the same terms to Mr. H. C. Lodge received the 
following answer : — 
NAHANT, Oct. 23, 1886. 
GEORGE WILLIAM CuRTIS, President, and WILLIAM Potts, Secretary: 


Gentlemen,— I have received your letter of October 21,in behalf of the Na- 
tional Civil Service Reform League, and, in reply to your questions, beg to say: — 

1. That I approve the principle that employment in those positions in the 
civil service the duties of which are administrative and not political should be 
open on equal terms to every citizen, without regard to party, whose fitness shall 
have been ascertained by appropriate examinations and practical tests; 

2. That, if elected to Congress, I should favor the speedy extension of the 
present reformed system to all offices and employments of the government to 
which it is applicable; and 

3. That I favor the repeal of the laws which vacate a large number of non- 
political offices every four years, and the substitution therefor of a tenure during 
good behavior. Very truly yours, 

H. C, LopGe. 


This letter is in striking contrast with Mr. Ranney’s grumb- 
ling assent; and the unqualified support to civil service reform 
which Mr. Lodge promises, in case of his election, is a noteworthy 
sign that this once despised cause now has a good standing, even 
among politicians whose practical character is beyond question. Mr. 
Lodge’s undoubted abilities and prominent position would make him 
a most useful Congressman in this direction. From the rival candi- 
date in the Sixth District, Mr. Henry B. Lovering, no reply to a 
similar letter addressed to him has yet been received. We trust that 
Mr. Lovering will soon dispel the painful doubts which his delay in 
this matter, taken in connection with his past utterances, can hardly 
fail to excite. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR. 


CHANGES IN PRESIDENTIAL OFFICES, FROM MArcu 4, 1885, 
To OcToBER 1, 1886. 

WE are enabled this month, through the kindness of Secretary 
Lamar, by whose direction the following lists were prepared, to publish 
all the changes in the presidential offices (unclassified service) in the 
Department of the Interior. These changes in the department “at 
large ” form a part of the statistics which we spoke of last month as 
desirable to have, yet difficult to obtain. We feel greatly indebted 
to the Secretary for furnishing the data. There are 377 presidential 
offices, and of them 327 have fixed terms of four years each. The 
total number of changes (deducting double changes) made in them 
since the incoming of the present administration is 268, or 71 per 
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cent. 





The removals are 88 in number, or 23 per cent. of the total 


number of offices; the resignations, 109, or 29 per cent. ; the deaths, 
2, or $ of one per cent. ; those dropped at the end of their term, 65, 


or 20 per cent. of the four-year term offices. 


Three Indian agents 


alone, out of the large number of four-year term offices, were reap- 
pointed at the expiration of their commissions, or nine-tenths of one 


per cent. 


The exhibit, in detail, is given below : — 


APPOINTMENTS. 


[Total (less reappointments), 268 out of 377, or 71 per cent.] 


L. Q. C. Lamar, Secretary of the Interior. 


Henry L. Muldrow, First Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
Edward D. Clark, Assistant Secretary of the Interior (died before entering on duty). 
Henry L. Muldrow, Assistant Secretary (subsequently appointed First Assistant Secretary). 


George A. Jenks, Assistant Secretary (resigned). 


David L. Hawkins, Assistant Secretary. 


William A. J. Sparks, Commissioner of the General Land Office. 

Strother M. Stockslager, Assistant Commissioner of the General Land Office. 

Robert W. Ross, Recorder of the General Land Offige. 

Frank J. Parke, Principal Clerk of Public Lands in the General Land Office. 

Douglas Tyler, Principal Clerk on Private Land Claims in the General Land Office. 

Frank Gordon, Principal Clerk of the Surveys in the General Land Office (resigned’ and ap- 


pointed to another office). 


John A. Parsons, Principal Clerk of the Surveys in General Land Office. 
John D. E. C. Atkins, Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 
Alexander B. Upshaw, Assistant Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 


John C. Black, Commissioner of Pensions. 


William E. McLean, First Deputy Commissioner of Pensions. 

Lewis C. Bartlett, Second Deputy Commissioner of Pensions (resigned). 
Joseph J. Bartlett, Second Deputy Commissioner of Pensions. 

Martin V. Montgomery, Commissioner of Patents. 

Robert B. Vance, Assistant Commissioner of Patents. 

Nathaniel H. R. Dawson, Commissioner of Education. 


Joseph E. Johnston, Commissioner of Railroads. 


Jno. A. McClernand, Chairman Board of Registration and Election in the Territory of 


Utah 


Joseph B. Johnston, Commissioner in and for the District of Alaska, to reside at Onalashka. 
Louis L. Williams, Commissioner in and for the District of Alaska, to reside at Juneau City. 
Frederic R. Coudert, Government Director of the Union Pacific Railway Company. 

Marcus A. Hanna, Government Director of the Union Pacific Railway Company. 

Edward P. Alexander, Government Director of the Union Pacific Railway Company 

James W. Savage, Government Director of the Union Pacific Railway Company. 

Franklin MacVeagh, Government Director of the Union Pacific Railway Company. 

Francis M. Gunnell, Surgeon-General United States Navy, Visitor to Government Hospital 


for the Insane. 


Rev. Byron Sunderland, Visitor to Government Hospital for the Insane. 
Dorsey at, Register of Wills for the District of Columbia. 


James C. 


Governors of Territories. 
[6 out of 8, or 75 per cent.] 

Alfred B. Swineford, Alaska. 
C. Meyer Zulick, Arizona. 
Edward A. Stevenson, Idaho. 
Samuel T. Hauser, Montana. 
Edmund G. Ross. New Mexico. 
Caleb W. West, Utah. 


Secretaries of Territories. 
[4 out of 8, or 50 per cent.] 
James A. Bayard, Arizona. 
Michael L. McCormack, Dakota. 
William B. Webb, Montana. 
George W. Lane, New Mexico. 


Pension Agents. 

{14 out of 18, or 72 per cent.] 
John D. Anderson, Augusta, Me. 
Benjamin F. Peach, Jr., Boston, Mass. 
Mrs. Marian A. Mulligan, Chicago, Il. 
Gilbert H. Bargar, Columbus, Ohio. 
Constant S. Lake, Des Moines, Ia. 
Robert McKinstry, Detroit, Mich. 
Charles A. Zollinger, Indianapolis, Ind. 
Robert L. Taylor, Knoxville, Tenn. 
Don Carlos Buell, Louisville, Ky. 





Albert B. Judd, Milwaukee, Wis. 

Franz Sige!, New York, N.Y. 

William W. H. Davis, Philadelphia, Penn. 
George W. Glick, Topeka, Kan. 

Truman H. Allen, San Francisco, Cal. 


Surveyors-General. 
[15 out of 17, or 88 per cent.] 


John Hise, Arizona. 

Richard P. Hammond, Jr., California. 

James A. Dawson, Colorado. 

Maris Taylor, Dakota 

James F. McClellan, Florida (resigned). 

William D. Bloxham, Florida. 

— C. Straughan, Idaho. 
enjamin T. Ledbetter, Louisiana. 

Benjamin H. Greene, Montana. 

Jonathan F. Gardner, Nebraska and Iowa. 

George W. Julian, New Mexico. 

Douglas W. Taylor, Oregon. 

Richmond S. Dement, Utah (subsequently 
rejected by the Senate). 

William G. Bowman, Utah. 

J Cabell mg Washington Ter’t’y. 

John C. Thompson, Wyoming. 

Samuel Kendrick, Surveyor of the Virginia 
Military Land District in the State of Ohio. 





Registers of Land Offices. 

[68 out of 104, or 65 per cent.] 
J. Gideon Harris, Montgomery, Ala. 
J. L. Camp, Prescott, Ari. 


—— B. Kinney, Tucson, Ari. 
obert V. Yeakle, Little Rock, Ark. 


atthews, Recorder of Deeds in the District of Columbia. 


William K. Ramsey, Camden, Ark. 
Henry C. Tipton, Harrison, Ark. 
Abraham C. Bradford, San Francisco, Cal. 
S. C. Boom, Humboldt, Cal. 
Selden Hetzel, Sacramento, Cal. 
Joseph D. Bethune, Los Angeles, Cal. 
Sylvester Hull, Shasta, Cal. 
Frank J. Mott, Denver, Col. 

ames R. De Remer, Leadville, Col. 

illiam Bayard, Pueblo, Col. 
Samuel C. Williams, Del Norte, Col. 
Richard McCloud, Durango, Col. 
Mark W. Sheafe, Watertown, Dak. 
Hughes East, Yankton, Dak. 
Nathaniel H. Harris, Aberdeen, Dak. 
John S. McFarland, Huron, Dak. 
Samuel C. Tucker, Gainesville, Fla. 
Harlan Pefley, Boisé City, Ida. 
Robert E. McFarland, Coeur d’Alene, Ida. 
John L. Price, Topeka, Kan. 
Smith M. Palmer, Salina, Kan. 
Clate M. Ralstin, Independence, Kan. 
Frank Dale, Wichita, Kan. 
William R. Brownlee, Larned, Kan. 
William C. L. Beard, Wa Keeney, Kan. 
Charles F. M. Niles, Garden City, Kan. 
Thomas J. Butler, New Orleans, La. 
William E. Russell, Natchitoches, La. 
William Foxen, Detroit, Mich. 
Patrick B. Gorman, St. Cloud, Minn. 
Ralph N. Marble, Duluth, Minn. 
Cyrus P. Shepard, Worthington, Minn. 
George W. Warner, Tracy, Minn. 
William Smith, Crookston, Minn. { Minn. 
William P. Christensen, Redwood Falls, 
Charles F. Wilkins, Benson, Minn. 
Thomas F. Cowing, Fergus Falls, Minn. 
— D. Stewart, Jackson, Miss. 

eland Wright, Boonville, Mo. 
Samuel W. Langhorne, Helena, Mon. 
George W. Monroe, Bozeman, Mon. 
Abernathy Grover, Miles City, Mon. 
Thomas B. Davis, Lincoln, Neb. 
oa G. Higgins, Grand Island, Neb. 

illiam Neville, North Platte, Neb. 
Samuel F. Burtch, Valentine, Neb. 
Sterling P. Hart, McCook, Neb. 
David H. Hall, Eureka, Nev. 
Edmund G. Shields, Las Cruces, N.M. 
William T. Burney, Oregon City, Ore. 
Charles W. Johnston, Roseburgh, Ore. 
Henry Rinehart, La Grande, Ore. 
Frederick A. McDonald, The Dalles, Ore. 
A. F. Snelling, Lakeview, Ore. 
David Webb, Salt Lake City, Utah. 
— Y. Ostrander, Olympia, Wash. Ter 

Jinfield S. Austin, Vancouver, Wash. Ter. 
Chester H. Warner, Wa'la Walla, Wash. Ter. 
James M. Adams, Spokane Falls, Wash. Ter. 
Stephen E, Thayer, Wausau, Wis. 
— B. Webb, La Crosse, Wis. 

<mmett Horan, Eau Claire, Wis. 
Edgar S. Wilson, Cheyenne, Wyo. 
Edwin D. Steele, Evanston, Wyo. 
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Receivers of Public Moneys. 
[76 out of 104, or 73 per cent.] 
William C. Jordan, Montgomery, Ala. 
Frederick W. Smith, Tucson, Ari. 
Andrew J. Quindley, Little Rock, Ark. 
John R. Thorton, Camden, Ark. 
Alfred L. King, Harrison, Ark. 
Henderson M. Jacoway, Dardanelle, Ark. 
John W. Leigh, San Francisco Cal. 
Robert W. Hutchins, Humboldt, Cal. 
— E. Budd, Stockton, Cal. 
'yree H. Bell, Visalia, Cal. 
William H. Bickford, Shasta, Cal. 
Allen Wood, Susanville, Cal. 
megs Fe Cady, Independence, Cal. 
_— cC. Ellis, Denver, Cal. 
amuel I. Lorah, Central City, Col. 
Jonathan B. Kilbourn, Pueblo, Col. 
Charles A. Coryell, Del Norte, Col. 
Edmund T. Pittman, Durango, Col. 
Downer T. Bramble, Watertown, Dak. 
Francis M. Ziebach, Yankton, Dak. 
David W. Hutchinson, Bismarck, Dak. 
John Lafabre, Deadwood, Dak. 
Luke A. Burke, Aberdeen, Dak. 
Ezra W. Miller, Huron, Dak. 
Sterling S. Smith, Devil’s Lake, Dak. 
Zachary-T. Crawford, Gainesville, Dak. 
poy Rranstetter, Boisé City, Dak. 
pas ontgomery, Oxford, Dak. 
illiam J. McClure, Ceeur d’Alene Dak. 
Martin D. McHenry, Des Moines, Iowa. 
Charles Spalding, Topeka, Kan. 
O. F. Searle, Salina, Kan. 
Henri W. Young, Independence, Kan. 
Samuel L. Gilbert, Wichita, Kan. 
Amos J. Harris, Kirwin, Kan. 
Archibald A. Carnahan, Concordia, Kan. 
Henry M. Bickel, Larned, Kan. 
Tully Scott, Oberlin, Kan. 
Sam’ Thanhouser, Garden City, Kan. 
J. Massie Martin, New Orleans, La. 
— 2s M. Welch, Detroit, Mich. 
radley M. Thompson, East Saginaw, Mich. 
Matthew H. Maynard, Marquette, Mich. 
Colin F. Macdonald, St. Cloud, Minn. 
August Peterson, Worthington, Minn. 
Philip K. Wiser, Tracy, Minn. 
Domnick F. McDermo't, Benson, Minn 
Lawrence L. Aune, Fergus Falls, Minn. 
Wallace McLaurin, Jackson, Miss. 
= J. Hoge, Boonville, Mo. 
illiam R. Edgar, Ironton, Mo. 
William G. Hobbs, Springfield, Mo. 
Horatio S. Howell, Helena, Mon. 
Abram Hall, Miles City, Mon. 
Edward R. Fogg, Beatrice, Neb. 
Alexander H. Baker, Grand Island, Neb. 
Oliver Shannon, North Platte, Neb. 
Thomas W. Tipton, Bloomington, Neb. 
Samuel G. Glover, Valentine, Neb. 
Jacob Steinmetz, McCook, Neb. 
Edmund James, Carson City, Nev. 
William O. Mills, Eureka, Nev. 
Leigh O. Knapp, Santa Fé, N.M. 
James Browne, Las Cruces, N.M. 
Oriel C. Jones, Roseburgh, Ore. 
ohn T. Outhouse, La Grande, Ore. 
William M. Townsend, Lakeview, Ore. 
Hugh C. Wallace, Salt Lake City, Utah. 
ea O’ Keane, Vancouver, Wash. Ter. 





alcolm G. Barney, Spokane Falls, Wash. 


Ter. 
Patrick O’Malley, Menasha, Wis. 
Ole Christian Hals, La Crosse, Wis. 
nag S. Kepler, Eau Claire, Wis. 
illiam M. Garrard, Cheyenne, Wyo. 
William T. Shaffer, Evanston, Wyo. 
Lloyd T. Boyd, Bayfield, Wis. 


Board of Indian Commissioners. 
[3 out of 8, or 37% per cent.] 
William H. Morgan. 
William H. Waldby. 
James Lidgerwood. 


Indian School Superintendent. 
{1 out of 1, or 100 per cent.] 


John H. Oberly (resigned). 
John B. Riley. 


Indian Inspectors. 
[4 out of 5, or 80 per cent.] 
Morris A. Thomas. 
George R. Pearsons. 
Frank C,. Armstrong. 
Eli D. Bannister. 


Indian Agents. 
[42 out of 64, or 654 per cent.] 


Elmer A. Howard, Pima Agency, Arizona. 

John S. Ward, Mission Agency, California. 

Charles H. Yates, Round Valley Agency, 
California. 

Charles E. McChesney, Cheyenne 
Agency, Dakota. 

L. Foster Spencer, Rosebud Agency, Da- 
kota. 

Israel Greene, Sisseton Agency, Dakota. 

Hugh D. Gallagher, Pine Ridge Agency, 
Dakota. 

William W. Anderson, Crow Creek and 
Lower Brulé Agency, Dakota. 

Peter Gallagher, Fort Hall Agency, Idaho. 

George W. Norris, Nez Percés Agency, 
Idaho. 

Robert L. Owen, Union Agency, Indian 
Territory. 

Jesse Lee Hail, Kiowa Comanche Agency, 
Indian Territory. 

Frederick Hoover, Osage and Wichita 
Agency (resigned), Indian Territory. 

James I. David, Osage and Wichita 
Agency, Indian Territory. 

John V. Summers, Quapaw Agency, Indian 
Territory. 

Moses Neal, Sac and Fox Agency, Indian 
Territory. 

Gilbert D. Williams, Cheyenne and Ara- 
paho Agency, Indian Territory. 

Elihu C. Osborne, Ponca, Pawnee, Otoe, 
and Oakland Agency, Indian Territory. 

= H. Black, Sac and Fox Agency, 
owa. 

Mark W. Stevens, Mackinac Agency, Mich- 
igan. 

Mark D. Baldwin, Blackfeet Agency, Mon- 


River 


tana, 

Henry E. Williamson, Crow Agency, Mon- 
tana. 

Henry R. West, Fort Peck Agency, Mon- 
tana (resigned). 

Samuel L. Gilson, Fort Peck Agency, Mon- 
tana. 

Robert L. Upshaw, Tongue River Agency, 
Montana. 

Charles H. Potter, Omaha and Winnebago 
Agency, Nebraska (subsequently rejected 
by the Senate). 

Joseph Hollman, Omaha and Winnebago 
Agency, Nebraska. 

Charles Hill, Santee Agency, Nebraska. 

Dolores Romero, Pueblo Agency, New 
Mexico (nomination subsequently with- 
drawn from Senate). 

Melmoth C. Williams, Pueblo Agency, New 
Mexico. 

Fletcher J. Cowart, 
New Mexico. 

Samuel S. Patterson, Navajo Agency, New 
Mexico. 

John B. Scott, Western Shoshone Agency, 
Nevada. 

John B. McClane, Grande Ronde Agency, 
Oregon. 

Joseph Emery, Klamath Agency, Oregon. 

Bartholomew Coffey, Umatilla Agency, Ore- 
gon. 

Jason Wheeler, Warm Springs Agency, 
Oregon. 

Joseph B. Kinney, Uintah Agency, Utah 
(subsequently legislated out of office by 
consolidation of agencies). 

James H. Davis, Ouray Agency, Utah (sub- 
sequently legislated out of office by con- 
solidation of agencies). 

William M. Campbell, Uintah and Ouray 
Agency (consolidated), Utah. 
Benjamin P. Moore, Colville 

ashington Territory. 

W. L. Powell, Neah Bay Agency, Washing- 
ton Territory. 

Wilson H. Talbott, Tulalip Agency, Wash- 
ington Territory. 

Timothy A. Byrnes, Yakima Agency, Wash- 
ington Territory (suspended, and nomina- 
tion withdrawn from the Senate). 

Charles E. Sausser, Yakima Agency, Wash- 
ington Territory. 

Thomas Jennings, Green Bay Agency, Wis- 
consin. 

James T. Gregory, La Pointe Agency, Wis- 
consin. 

Thomas M. Jones, Shoshone Agency, Wyo- 
ming. 

Robert L. Leatherwood, Eastern Cherokee 
Agency, North Carolina. 


Mescalero Agency, 


Agency, 


REAPPOINTED AT EXPIRATION OF TERM. 


_ Indian Agents. 
[3 out of 327 having fixed terms, or nine-tenths per cent.] 
James McLaughlin, Standing Rock Agency, Dakota. 
John W. Cramsie, Devil’s Lake Agency, Dakota. 
Peter Ronan, Flathead Agency, Montana. 


NOT REAPPOINTED AT EXPIRATION OF TERM. 


(Total, 65 out of 327, or 20 per cent. 
Governors of Territories. 


[1 out of 8, or 12} per cent.] 
Lionel A. Sheldon, New Mexico. 


Pension Agents. 
[3 out of 18, or 163 per cent. ] 
Selden Conner, Augusta, Me. 


Not all of the terms have yet expired.] 


Frederick Knefler, Indianapolis, Ind. 
Nathaniel A. Adams, Topeka, Kan. 
Surveyors-General. 
{3 out of 17, or 18 per cent.] 


Cortez Fessenden, Dakota. 
ohn S. Harris, Montana. 
illiam McMicken, Washington Territory. 











Registers of Land Offices. 
(21 out of 104, or 20 per cent.] 


Thomas Wing, Prescott, Ari. 

Mifflin W. Gibbs, Little Rock, Ark. 
Edward F. Taylor, Sacramento, Cal. 
Louis Dougal, Denver, Col. 
Septimus J. Hanna, Leadville, Col. 
Daniel L. Sheets, Durango, Col. 
John J. Fisher, Topeka, Kan. 
Benjamin J. F. Hanna, Wa Keeney, Kan. 
Louis Dupleix, Natchitoches, La. 
Charles B. Tyler, Tracy, Minn. 
John Cromb, Crookston, Minn. 
Darwin S. Hall, Benson, Minn. 
Richard C. Kerr, Jackson, Minn. 
Gustave Reiche, Boonville, Mo. 
Charles W. Pierce, Lincoln, Neb. 
Fred. H. Hinckley, Eureka, Nev. 


| Louis T. Barin, Oregon City, Ore. 
u 


William F. Benjamin, Roseburgh, Ore. 
John F. Gowey, Olympia, Wash. Ter. 


Frederick W. Sparling, Vancouver, Wash. 


Ter. 
Alexander Meggett, Eau Claire, Wis. 


Receivers of Public Moneys. 
[28 out of 104, or 27 per cent.] 


Charles E. Kelsey, Little Rock, Ark. 
Solomon Cooper, Humboldt, Cal. 

Otis Perrin, Stockton, Cal. 

Tipton Lindsey, Visalia, Cal. 

Edward W. Henderson, Central City, Col. 
Willard S. Hickox, Durango, Col. 

Hiram Barber, Jr., Mitchell, Dak. 

Henry R. Pease, Watertown, Dak. 

Buel E. Hutchinson, Aberdeen, Dak. 
Malachi Krebs, Boisé City, Ida. 


Charles E. Chandler, Oberlin, Kan. 

Lyman G. Willcox, Detroit, Mich. 

George B. Brooks, East Saginaw, Mich. 

Christopher H. Smith, Worthington, Minn. 

John Lind, Tracy, Minn. 

George H. Crumb, Ironton, Mo. 

James Dumars, Springfield, Mo. 

William H. Somers, Beatrice, Neb. 

Henry D. Root, Lincoln, Neb. 

Richard W. Montgomery, 
Neb. 

Samuel C. Wright, Carson City, Nev. 

William H. Bailhache, Santa Fé, N.M. 

James C, Fullerton, Roseburgh, Ore. 

Moses M. Bane, Salt Lake City, Utah. 

John L. Wilson, Spokane Falls, Wash. Ter. 

— M. Adams, North Yakima, Wash. 

er. 
James H. Jones, Menasha, Wis. 
Edwin S. Crocker, Evanston, Wyo. 


Bloomington, 


Indian Agents. 
[5 out of 64, or 8 per cent.] 
James G. Wright, Rosebud Agency, Da- 
kota. 
Abiel L. Cook, Fort Hall Agency, Idaho. 
Charles E. Monteith, Nez Percés Agency, 
Idaho. 

John S. Mayhugh, Western Shoshone 
Agency, Nevada. é 
William R. Durfee, La Pointe Agency, Wis- 

consin. 


Government Directors of the Union 
Pacific Railway Company. 
[4 out of 5, or 80 per cent.] 
Colgate Hoyt. Edmund L. Joy. 
Frank Colpetzer. Daniel R. Anthony. 


RESIGNATIONS. 


[109 out of 377, or 29 per cent. ] 


Henry M. Teller, Secretary of the Interior. 


Merrit L. Joslyn, Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

George A. Jenks, Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

Noah C. McFarland, Commissioner of the General Land Office. 
Luther Harrison, Assistant Commissioner of the General Land Office. 


Hiram Price, Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 
Otis P. G. Clarke, Commissioner of Pensions. 


Calvin B. Walker, First Deputy Commissioner of Pensions. 
Noah P. Loveridge, Second Deputy Commissioner of Pensions. 
Lewis C. Bartlett, Second Deputy Commissioner of Pensions. 
Benjamin Butterworth, Commissioner of Patents. 

Robert G. Dyrenforth, Assistant Commissioner of Patents. 


John Eaton, Commissioner of Education. 


William H. Armstrong, Commissioner of Railroads. r 
Myron E. N. Howell, Principal Clerk of the Public Lands in the General Land Office. 
William H. Walker, Principal Clerk on Private Laud Claims in the General Land Office. 


Frank Gordon, Principal Clerk of the ge 
h 


Frederick Douglass, Recorder of Deeds int 


3 in the General Land Office. 
e District of Columbia. 


Halsey L. Merriman, Government Director of the Union Pacific Railway Company. 
Robert Murray, Surgeon-General United States of America, Visitor to the Government 


Hospital for the Insane. 


Governors of Territories. 
[3 out of 8, or 37% per cent.] 
Frederick A. Tritle, Arizona. 
William M. Bunn, Idaho. 
Eli H. Murray, Utah. 


Secretaries of Territories. 
{2 out of 8, or 25 per cent.] 


Hiram M. Van Arman, Arizona. 
John S. ‘Tooker, Montana 


Pension Agents. 
[5 out of 18, or 28 per cent.] 
Miss Ida C. Sweet, Chicago, III. 
Jacob Rich, Des Moines, Ia. 
Robert M, Kelly, Louisville, Ky. 
Edward Ferguson, Milwaukee, Wis. 
Charles R. Coster, New York, N.Y. 


Surveyors-General. 
[6 out of 17, or 35 per cent.) 


William H. Brown, California. 

James F. McClellan, Florida. 

James Lewis, Louisiana. 

David V. Stephenson, Nebraska and Iowa. 
James C. Tolman, Oregon. 

John W. Meldrum, Wyoming Territory. 


Registers of Land Offices. 
[21 out of 104, or 20 per cent.] 


Thomas J. Scott, Montgomery, Alia. 
William R. Wheaton, San Francisco, Cal. 
Charles F. Roberts, Humboldt, Cal. 
John Cleghorn, Jr., Del Norte, Col. 
Charles G. Williams, Watertown, Dak. 
Gustavus A. Wetter, Yankton, Dak, 
Charles F. McCoy, Aberdeen, Dak. 
Edward L. Curtis, Boisé City, Ida. 
James E. Putnam, Cceur d’Alene, Ida. 
Melville J. Salter, Independence, Kan. 
Chester B. Darrall, New Orleans, La. 
Daniel H. Freeman, St. Cloud, Minn. 
Guilford G. Hartley, Duluth, Minn. 
Mons Grinager, Worthington, Minn. 
Oliver P. Chrisholm, Bozeman, Mon. 
Washington Berry, Miles City, Mon. 
Christopher Hostetter, Grand Island, Neb. 
Charles A. Witherell, Carson City, Nev. 
Warren Truitt, Lakeview, Ore. 

Myron H. McCord, Wausau, Wis. 
Charles H. Priest, Evanston, Wyo. 


Receivers of Public Moneys. 
(26 out of 104, or 25 per cent.] 

Algernon A. Mabson, Montgomery, Ala. 
Absalom C. Phillips, Harrison, Ark. 
Zenas L. Wise, Dardanelle, Ark. 
Frank G. Ward, Susanville, Cal. 
Hiram L. Childs, Bodie, Cal. 
Joseph G. Chandler, Yankton, Dak. 
Neil Gilmour, Bismarck, Dak. 
Edward P. Champlin, Deadwood, Dak. 
Abram O. Whipple, Devil’s Lake, Dak. 
James F. Legate, Boisé City, Ida. 
John Q. A. Peyton, Topeka, Kan. 
Henry M. Waters, Independence, Kan. 
Robert R. Hays, Kerwin, Kan. 
James L. Dyer, Wichita, Kan. 
‘Thomas Wrong, Concordia, Kan. 
Henry Booth, Larned, Kan. 
Andrew J. Hoisington, Garden City, Kan. 
James M_ Wilkinson, Marquette, Mich. 
Heman W. Stone, Benson, Minn. 
Charles H. Gould, Miles City, Mon. 
William Anyan, Grand Island, Neb, 
Harvey Carpenter, Eureka, Nev. 
Jerome Knox, Lakeview, Ore. 
Albert O. Marsh, Vancouver, Wash. Ter. 
John Ulrich, La Crosse, Wis. 
Vincent W. Bayless, Eau Claire, Wis. 


Board of Indian Commissioners. 
[3 out of 8, or 37% per cent.] 
Orange Judd. 
John K. Boies. 
William T. Johnson. 


Indian School Superintendent. 
John H. Oberly. 


Indian Inspector. 
Samuel S. Benedict. 


Indian Agents. 
[22 out of 64, or 33 per cent.] 


Roswell G. Wheeler, Pima Agency, Arizona. 
John G. McCallum, Mission Agency, Cal- 
ifornia. 
ohn Q. Tufts, Union Agency, Indian Ter’y. 
hilemon B. Hunt, Kiowa, Comanche, and 
Wichita, Indian Territory. 
Laban J. Miles, Osage Agency, Indian Ter- 
ritory. 











Frederick Hoover, Osage Agency, Indian 
Territory. 

Isaac A. Taylor, Sac and Fox Agency, In- 
dian Territory. 

John -W. Scott, Ponca, Pawnee, and Otoe 
Agency, Indian Territory. 

Oscar H. Millis, Sac and Fox Agency, Iowa. 

Reuben A. Allen, Blackfeet Agency, Mon- 
tana. 

Henry R. West, Fort Peck Agency, Montana. 

Henry J. Armstrong, Crow Agency, Mon- 
tana. 

George W. Wilkinson, Omaha and Winne- 
bago Agency, Nebraska. 
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. 
Isaiah Lightner, Santee Agency, Nebraska. 
Pedro Sanchez, Pueblo Agency, New Mexico. 
William H. H. Llewellyn, Mescalero Agency, 
New Mexico. 
John H. Bowman, Navajo Agency, New 


Mexico. 
Linus M. Nickerson, Klamath 
Oregon. 
Elisha W. Davis, Uintah Agency, Utah. 
James F. Gardner, Ouray Agency, Utah. 
Patrick Buckley, Tulalip Agency, Washing- 
ton Territory. 


Julius L. Holmes, Eastern Cherokee, North 
Carolina. 


Agency, 


DEATHS. 


[Total deaths, 2 out of 377, or five-tenths per cent.] 


James M. Haworth, Indian School Superintendent. 
Henry H. Griffiths, Receiver of Public Moneys at Des Moines, Ia. 


REMOVALS. 


Governors of Territories. 
[e out of 8, or 25 per cent.]} 
H. Kinkead, Alaska. 


. Pratt Carpenter, Montana. 


Secretaries of Territories. 
[2 out of 8, or 25 per cent. ] 


Samuel A. Losch, New Mexico. 
James H. Teller, Dakota. 


Pension Agents. 

[6 out of 18, or 334 per cent.] 

R. Gibson, Knoxville, Tenn. 
ilson Norris, Philadelphia, Pa. 
Daniel W. Gooch, Boston, Mass. 
A. T. Wickoff, Columbus, Ohio. 
Henry Cox, San Francisco, Cal. 
Samuel Post, Detroit, Mich. 


Hen 
A. 


Surveyors-General. 
[5 out of 17, or 29 per cent.] 


Clarence Pullen, New Mexico. 
Frederick Salomon, Utah. 
Royal A. Johnson, Arizona. 
William P. Chandler, Idaho. 
Norman H. Meldrum, Colorado. 


Registers of Land Offices. 
[28 out of 104, or 27 per cent.] 
= M. Armstrong, Spokane Falls, Wash. 


er. 

Mark L. Blunt, Pueblo, Col. 

Richard L. Walker, Wichita, Kan. 
=x Morris, Valentine, Neb. 

=. P. Freeman, Redwood Falls, Minn. 
H. M. Grimes, North Platte, Neb. 
Charles R. Johnson, Los Angeles, Cal. 
Bernt N. Johnson, Fergus Falls, Minn. 
Henry W. Rothert, Cheyenne, Wyo. 
William R. Brown, Larned, Kan. 
Henry Espersen, La Crosse, Wis. 
John R. McFie, Las Cruces, N.M.° 
George B. Armstrong, Huron, Dak. 
Francis Adkinson, Helena, Mon. 
Howell P. Myton, Garden City, Kan. 
John W. Garden, Shasta, Cal. 

Adam E. Bloom, Detroit, Mich. 

S. O. Swackhamer, La Grande, Ore. 
Joseph Jorgensen, Walla Walla, Wash 


er. 

Ezra L. Smith, The Dalles, Ore. 

——y McMaster, Salt Lake City, 
ta 


August Duddenhausen, Oxford, Ida. 

Samuel W. Mallory, Camden, Ark. 

John Murphy, Harrison, Ark. 

— M. Hodge, Salina, Kan. 
enjamin M. Thomas, Tucson, Ari. 

Gilbert L. Laws, McCook, Neb. 

Louis A. Barnes, Gainesville, Fla. 


Receivers of Public Moneys. 
[23 out of 104, or 22 per cent.] 


J. Wesley Tucker, Valentine, Neb. 

John D. Seaman, North Platte, Neb. 

jacob Austin, Fergus Falls, Minn. 

Charles A. Brastow, Del Norte, Col. 

Currie G. Bell, Bayfield, Wis. {Cal. 

Charles H. Chamberlain, San Francisco, 

Samuel W. Sherfey, Las Cruces, N.M. 

Robert Lowry, Huron, Dak. 

Zachary T. Burton, Helena, Mon. 

Adolph Dobrowsky, Shasta, Cal. 

George B. Curne, La Grande, Ore. 

Alfred A. Tufts, Camden, Ark. 

Morris Marks, New Orleans, La. 

W. S. Hurlbut, Cheyenne, Wyo. 

Allen W. Eaton, Oxford, Ida. 

Michael H. Fitch,’ Pueblo, Col. 

William B. Mitchell, St. Cloud, Minn. 

John T. Hull, Jackson, Miss. 

— W. Haverstick, Los Angeles, Cal. 
arper S. Cunningham, Salina, Kan. 

Daniel H. Wallace, Tucson, Ari. 

Charles F. Babcock, McCook, Neb. 

John F. Rollins, Gainesville, Fla. 


Indian Inspectors. 
[3 out of 5, or 60 per cent.] 


William A. Newell. Henry Ward. 
George B. Anderson. 


Indian Agents. 
[16 out of 64, or 23 per cent.] 


Darwin P. Andrews, Green Bay Agency, 
Wisconsin. 

Daniel B. Dyer, Cheyenne and Arapaho 
Agency, Indian Territory. 

Sidney Dd. Waters, Colville Agency, Wash- 
ington Territory. 

Alonzo Gesner, Warm Springs 
Oregon. 

Robert H. Milroy, Yakima Agency, Wash- 
ington Territory. [zona. 

Charles D. Ford, San Carlos Agency, Ari- 

Patrick B. Sinnott, Grande Ronde Agency, 
Oregon. 

Oliver Wood, Neah Bay Agency, Washing- 
ton Territory. 

Sanderson R. Martin, Shoshone Agency, 
Wyoming. 

Edward P. Allen, Mackinac Agency, Mich. 

William M. Ridpath, Quapaw Agency, In- 
dian Territory. 

Benjamin W. Thompson, Sisseton Agency, 
Dakota. 

Burton Parker, Fort Peck Agency, Montana. 

William A. Swan, Cheyenne River Agency, 
Dakota. 

Edward J. Sommerville, Umatilla Agency, 
Oregon. 

John G. Gasmann, Crow Creek and Lower 
Brulé Agency, Dakota. 


Agency, 


Miscellaneous. 
Oscar Henrichs, Principal Clerk of the Surveys in the General Land Office. 
Hiram J. Ramsdell, Register of Wills in the District of Columbia. 
Seth W. Clark, Recorder of the General Land Office. 





(From the Nation.) 


The Crvit Service Recorp has rendered the public a great ser- 
vice in securing and publishing a large collection of statistics as to 
the changes which have been made in the various executive depart- 
ments since the new administration came in, a year ago last spring. 
The lack of such data hitherto has prevented anything like a com- 
prehensive exposition of the facts, and it has consequently been im- 
possible to show with any approach to exactness the real state of the 


case. 
showing is full of interest. 


The Recorp’s tables enable us to get at the truth, and the 


(From Harper’s Weekly.) 

The very valuable statement of the number of appointments and 
removals in the national service published in the Civin SERVICE 
ReEcorD, issued in Boston, is a striking proof of the fidelity with 
which the reform law has been observed in the departments at 


Washington. 


In his annual address as president of the Indiana Civil Service 
Reform Association, Mr. Foulke gives an account of the manipula- 
tions of the Indianapolis post-office, which we append without com- 
ment. Our views upon the subject will be found in another column. 

“ Aquilla Jones took charge of the post-office April 19, 1885. He 
at once removed the assistant postmaster, cashier, stamp clerk, mes- 
senger, superintendents of the registry department and carriers, and 
filled their places with Democrats. In the sack repair department, 


every man and woman, within a few weeks, was dismissed, and suc- 
ceeded by a Democrat. These included four women upon whom 
others were dependent for support. The janitors of the building, 
watchman, engineer, and elevator boy followed. 

“Mr. Jones said, ‘ I made such removals for no other reasons than 
that the persons were Republicans.’ The men appointed by him to 
the unclassified service are active political workers. Their names and 
acts of partisanship are distinctly specified in the report. In the 
| classified service, men were wantonly removed for the purpose of 
|making room for Democrats. None but Democrats were appointed. 
Riggs, who had passed the examination, asks if there is any prospect 
|of appointment; and Jones answers, ‘Whom did you vote for at the 
|last election?’ Green asks if any Republicans would be appointed ; 
,and Jones answers, ‘No.’ John W. Dodd, assistant postmaster, is 
appointed the head of the local examining board. To an Indian- 
























| apolis audience, such an appointment does not need to be character- 
ized. A new examination is held almost immediately, although there 
| are many eligibles remaining from the examination which had been 
|made shortly before Mr. Jones took the office. Mr. Jones says that 
|no Republicans passed this new examination. There seemed to be 
a sudden concentration of the capacity to answer questions in the 
brains of the adherents of one party alone. 
| “Removals now began in good earnest. Wood was turned off; 
| and Jones told him that he had no objection to him personally, but 
| that he had promised his place to another. Wilmington went, and 
| Jones said to him that he was dismissed because he wanted the place 
| for some one else. 

“Mr. Jones tells Howland and Swift that he would not appoint 
Republicans, even if they passed, no matter how high they stood; 

_that he would not appoint them because they were Republicans. 

“ Hoover had to go because, as Jones said, he was well fixed, had 
a farm, and could take care of himself; he was going to make places 
'for others; that it made no difference whether this was a violation 
|of the Civil Service Law; that he had made up his mind to make 
‘these changes. Mr. Jones tells Tousey thathe had no complaint to 
make, that all he wanted was the place. ‘I am in rather an awkward 
place, pushed on by one party and held back by another.’ 

“ Jones tells Lockwood: ‘You are all going, anyway. I have kept 
all of you longer than I have wanted to. Summer has come now, 
and you can make a living; and I want you all to get out of here.’ 

“ At another time, Dodd said: ‘There are no charges at all. You 
have always done your work well. We want your place for a Demo- 
crat. . The party pressure outside is causing removals. We are act- 
ually removing some men I think more of than the men that take 
their places. The new men are not as good as some of the men we 
are discharging.’ 

“To Schmedel, Jones says, ‘I have no complaint to make, only I 
have a Democrat whom I wish to put in your place.’ 

“Mr. Dodd says, ‘If we begin to make promises to keep carriers, 

we shall have no places for our political friends.’ Dodd gives Mr. 
Hand the reason for his dismissal: ‘I don’t know anything more 
than we want your place for a Democrat. We have got to begin 
| somewhere, so we begin with you.’ To McLeland, he says, ‘It is 
better for the boys to resign than to have us trump up charges against 
them.’ And ‘it almost breaks Mr. Jones’ heart to have to trump up 
charges against the boys.’ 

“Sometimes, instead of dismissing carriers, resignations were 
forced, as in the case of Benjamin Crane, to whom Dodd said, ‘ We 
have nothing against you, Ben, if you have nothing against us.’ So, 
Jacob H. Mattern, to whom Dodd said there was no complaint. To 
Blume, he said: ‘ We are well satisfied with your work, but you know 
how it is in politics. The postmaster-is pushed harder by the Demo- 
crats than people generally know, and he has to redeem himself with 
his party. He has to make room for one of them, and yours 1s the 
only place we can take at the present time.’ To Fitch, Mr. Jones 
says: ‘ No, there are no charges. You know how it is. I would like 
your resignation by the Ist of July.’ To Williams, he simply says, 
‘ You have been here long enough.’ 

“In some cases, however, charges were preferred. Sample was 
discharged because he owed a debt of ten dollars for a cloak for his 
sister; but Crane, appointed by Jones, who owed forty-seven dollars, 
is retained. And Jones tells Sarah Simmons, the widow to whom he 
owes the money, that he had no power to turn Crane off if he didn’t 
pay it. 

“ Sometimes, charges are preferred ex post facto, as in the case of 

| Wilmington, who was removed without cause; but, when an investi- 
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gation was demanded, a charge was trumped up that he acted as 
challenger at the last presidential election. This was signed by six 
persons, one of whom afterwards stated that he did not know Wil- 
mington by sight, and another of whom repudiated his signature, 
and said he did not know what he signed. The actual challenger, 
Plummer, proved that Wilmington was absent; and the books at 
Wilmington’s office show that he was there, and not at the polls, 
during election day. This is a charge against a Republican. Yet 
Browning, one of the new appointees, worked actively at a primary, 
made motions and speeches, and had a fight with one Hennesy. He 
still remains. 

“There are many curious characters among the new appointees. 
For instance, the negro Harrison, now under bond for forgery, whose 
autograph letter was shown, in which he promised to let a client's 
suit go by default in consideration of ten dollars, to be paid in ad- 
vance. hen we have Charles Noe, who was still warm in the ser- 
vice, when he was detected stealing registered letters, pleaded guilty, 
and was sentenced. Another carrier who passed the examination 
creditably cannot read the superscriptions of his letters. The affi- 
davits of six witnesses were taken to whom he has applied to read 
for him the plain addresses of letters which he was to deliver. He 
had to be removed from the route, and set to collecting mail. He is 
a politician of long standing. How did he pass the examination ? 

“ Another carrier is appointed who misdelivers a letter to Mr. 
Ferguson, and when complaint is made answers: ‘I leave just such 
mail here as I like. If you don’t like it, you may go to hell.’ That 
man is still retained.” 


THE ASSOCIATIONS.— NOTES. 


[We invite communications from the Civil Service Reform Associations 
throughout the country. Items concerning the work that each is doing, brief 
reports of meetings, and any information which may be of use to the REcorRD, 
will gladly be received. Matter for publication should be sent so as to reach this 
office by the 20th of the month.] 





INDIANA. 


Tue first annual meeting of the Indiana Civil Service Reform 
Association was held early in October. Senator Foulke was unani- 
mously re-elected president. Resolutions were adopted approving 
the report of Lucius B. Swift in regard to the condition of the 
federal service in the State and that of the special committee upon 
the State insane hospital, indorsing Mr. Cleveland’s utterances upon 
civil service reform, and calling upon him to make those utterances 
good, denouncing the secret charge system, and authorizing the 

xecutive Committee to request the Attorney-General of the State to 
bring suit for the removal of the trustees of the insane hospital, if. 
upon investigation, they find sufficient evidence to warrant such 
action. 

Mr. W. V. Stuart, of Lafayette, criticised with some severity what 
he called the partisan action of the committee in exposing the bad 
management of the insane hospital; and he offered a resolution refer- 
ring the report of the special committee back, with instructions to 
investigate past Republican administrations of the hospital. Mr. 
Stuart accepted an amendment proposed by Senator Foulke, pro- 
viding for the further investigation of the present management. 
The resolution was defeated; and, thereupon, Mr. Stuart requested 
that his name be stricken from the roll of membership, and left the 
meeting. 

Messrs. Woodford, of Bloomington, and Parr, of Greencastle, gave 
short accounts of what had been done in their towns in the way of 
civil service reform, after which Mr. Foulke delivered the annual 
address. 


MISSOURI. 


A largely attended meeting of the Executive Committee of the 
Civil Service Reform Association of Missouri was held October 13, 
at the Law School of the Washington University, St. Louis. Among 
those present were Silas Bent, Peter L. Foy, F. N. Judson, John W. 
Dryden, and J. J. Rich, Democrats; and Henry Hitchcock, N. O. 
Nelson, Charles Claflin Allen, Dr. Charles E. Briggs, F. M. Crunden, 
and Thomas C. Young, Republicans. 

Letters were read from President Cleveland and the United 
States Civil Service Commission, acknowledging the receipt of 
copies of civil service resolutions adopted by the association. 

Charles Claflin Allen, Chairman of the Committee on Legislation, 
reported the form of a letter to be addressed to candidates for the 
State legislature, as follows : — 


Dear Sir,— By the passage of the “Act to regulate and improve the civil 
service of the United States,” approved Jan. 16, 1883, and commonly known 
as the “ Pendleton bill,” the principles of civil service reform were practically 
applied in the administrative departments of the National Government. 

In the States of New York and Massachusetts, similar measures have been 
adopted, regulating State and municipal offices in cities ; and it is confidently 
expected that several other States will have passed laws of like import before the 
lapse of another year. It is the purpose of this association to bring the matter 
of State and municipal reform to the attention of the next legislature of 











Missouri ; and to that end I have been instructed by the Executive Committee 
to ask of you, as a candidate for election to the General Assembly, your views 
upon the following questions: — 

1. Do you believe that individual merit, and not partisan “ work,” should be 
the test of fitness for appointive office ? 

2. Do you approve of testing fitness for subordinate positions by competitive 
examinations open to all persons properly qualified, without regard to party 
affiliations, and of appointing after a fixed probation such persons as have 
passed satisfactory examinations, and shown their fitness during the period of 
probation ? 

3. Are you in favor of, or opposed to, the levying of assessments for party 
purposes upon persons holding appointive offices ? 

4. If elected to a seat in the legislature, would you aid, by your personal 
support and by your vote, a measure seeking to apply the principles embodied in 
the “ Pendleton bill"’ to State and municipal offices in the cities of Missouri, so 
far as such principles can be practically applied? 

5. Will you favor a law which shall restrict the use of money in connection 
with nominating conventions and elections? 

6. If opposed to the principles above referred to, will you kindly state the 
grounds of your opposition to them, or any of them ? 


It was decided to interrogate candidates for sheriff and circuit 
clerk on the subject of civil service reform. The following form of 
letter was adopted, to be sent to candidates for Congress : — 


Dear Sir,— I am instructed by this association to request of you, as a candi- 
date for Congress, an expression of your views upon the subject of civil service 
reform; and to that end I respectfully solicit from you answers to the following 
inquiries: — 

1. Do you favor the reformed or “merit” system of appointment to the 
subordinate public offices as now established under the act of Jan. 16, 1883, 
commonly known as the “ Pendleton bill’? ? and would you oppose the repeal of 
said act, and favor the enforcement and extension of the reform system so intro- 
duced by appropriate legislation ? 

2. Do you or not favor the “spoils system,” —that is, the appointment to 
subordinate offices as a reward for party services? 

3. Do you favor or are you opposed to what are commonly known as “ politi- 
cal assessments” upon officers or employés of the government in aid of any 
political party or candidate, whether made or requested under the form of 
so-called “voluntary contributions” or otherwise? and would you favor the 
enactment of laws to prohibit the same? 

4. Do you or not favor the repeal of the act of Congress of May 15, 1820, which 
fixed the term of office of postmasters, collectors, and other officers at four 
years ? 

We address you these inquiries, not as partisans (as our membership includes 
many active members of each of the leading political parties), but as citizens, 
warmly interested in the promotion of a reform which has been indorsed by 
both political parties. 


Mr. Joseph E. McDonald is opposed to the principle of civil ser- 
vice reform, because it is, so he thinks, un-American and undemo- 
cratic,— quite out of harmony with our institutions, as it were. 
Fortunately, we find in Mr. Swift’s report to the Executive Com- 
mittee of the Indiana Civil Service Reform Association a very stron 
indication of what Mr. McDonald means by the terms American an 
democratic. In that report is the following :— 


The present postmaster (at Attica) is editor of the Attica Ledger, and for sev- 
eral months he has had the names of Blaine and Logan at the head of his columns 
as candidates for 1888. A majority of the patrons of the office, and the entire 
bodies of the local Grand Army of the Republic and the Knights of Labor, en- 
deavored to secure the appointment of Martin Schoonover as postmaster. At 
this juncture, Hon. J. E. McDonald made application to have his nephew, George 
McDonald, appointed. This raised an issue between the citizens of the town 
and Mr. McDonald, which is not yet decided. In the mean time, the former in- 
cumbent of the office enjoys the emoluments, and labors in the interest of Blaine 
and Logan. 


We had always supposed that one of the fundamental principles 
of the American system was that the majority should rule. But it 
seems that we are mistaken; for Mr. McDonald, who must know what 
is American, comes into the town of Attica, and attempts to foist his 
nephew upon a protesting population as their postmaster. We need 
hardly say that, if this is what the Senator means by American, civil 
service reform is altogether un-American. The gentleman is unques- 
tionably right from his own stand-point.— The Freeman. 


Perry Belmont, in a speech accepting a renomination to Congress 
from the First Congressional District of New York, said: “ The dis- 
tribution of patronage has been, and doubtless will continue to be, 
under the law, a source of trouble in this as well as in other districts. 
For my part, I frankly say I do not understand that the chief object 
for which you send a representative to Congress is to preside over the 
distribution of the offices. I think I am not mistaken in supposing 
that in nominating me for a fourth term, contrary to the custom 
which has so long prevailed in the district, you recognize this, and 
believe that the experience gained during three terms of legislative 
service will give me additional power of usefulness, if returned to 
represent you for a fourth time.” 








